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Abstract 
This study explores the influence of less traditional employee benefits (e.g., familial and participant 
benefits) on state IS employees perceptions of their workload, work exhaustion and turnover intention. 
The employee benefits explored did not directly influence work exhaustion and turnover intention but 
significant interaction effects were detected. Employee benefits negatively moderated the relationship 
between perceived workload and work exhaustion and between work exhaustion and turnover intention 
for state IS employees. This research begins the discussion regarding the influence of different benefit 
programs on key workforce constructs of interest to organizations.  
Keywords  
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Introduction 
The turnover rate for IS professionals has been and continues to be an issue within the field (Ford et al. 
2013). Employee benefits fall under human resource management (HRM) practices and are a form of 
non-wage compensation offered to employees in addition to salary. The most common employee benefits 
are insurance, retirement, and paid time off (i.e., leave). Employee benefits are provided to workers to 
increase their economic security, and in exchange, improve worker retention (Gullekson et al. 2014). 
A social exchange is an interaction that generates obligations, and within a work context, social exchange 
theory can be conceptualized as an exchange between an employer and employee in which each party 
must provide something that is perceived as valuable (Cropanzano and Mitchell 2005). For example, 
when an organization offers employee benefits, it provides something that is perceived as valuable, and 
sends a signal to the employee that he/she is valued by the organization. In exchange for the benefits, the 
employee provides his/her continued labor which is perceived as valuable by the organization.  
While employee benefits have been found to have a positive effect on retention, the dilemma facing 
organizations is the cost of implementing employee benefit programs versus potentially exposing 
employees to work exhaustion and ultimately turnover (Dreher et al. 1988). The Bureau of Labor 
Statistics reported that as of 2014, employers spent an average of 31.6 percent of employee compensation 
costs on benefits. One way to help manage these costs might be to more finely target the benefits provided 
to employees. Do all employees view benefits the same? Would a single male appreciate childcare 
assistance or a bonus plan more? While employee benefits have been classified in a number of ways, one 
of the most consistent categorizations was provided by Knoke (1994) who found three overarching 
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dimensions of benefits: personal (e.g., insurance1), familial (e.g., flexible work schedule) and participant 
(e.g., pay for performance). Kim (2005) found that for State IT employees’ satisfaction with pay and the 
personal benefits they received decreased turnover intention.  
In this research, we will examine the effect of less traditional2 (i.e., familial and participant; Kim 2005) 
employee benefits on the perceived workload (PWL), work exhaustion (WE) and turnover intention (TOI) 
of IS professionals. In addition, we explore whether these less traditional employee benefits (LTEB) 
moderate the relationship between PWL and WE, and between WE and TOI. The paper is organized as 
follows. We begin by briefly presenting previous work related to PWL, WE, TOI, and LTEB. Then, we 
discuss how LTEB may influence WE and TOI directly and indirectly. The methodology and results of the 
data analysis are presented along with a discussion of the implications for research and practice. 
Literature Review and Hypothesis Development 
As organizations are asking more from their IS professionals (e.g., increased workload), WE and TOI are 
increasing (e.g., Armstrong et al. 2015), one way to reduce the effects and retain these valued 
professionals may be through employee benefits. For example, scholars have found a negative link 
between employee benefits (e.g., child care policies, work-life programs, telecommuting, alternative 
schedules) and TOI within the public sector (e.g., Kim and Wiggins 2011). In contrast, in the private sector 
Thompson and Prottas (2006) and Batt and Valcour (2003) found that familial benefit programs were 
only partially associated with a decrease in TOI. Thus the state IS environment provides a perfect context 
to explore the influence of LTEB on WE and TOI.  
We begin with the well-established turnover intention model in which PWL (job demands perceived to 
exceed individual’s ability to meet those demands; Kirmeyer and Dougherty 1988) positively influences 
WE (feeling of being overextended; Maslach et al. 2001), which in turn positively influences TOI. A 
significant amount of research has explored the PWL-WE-TOI relationships (e.g., Ahuja et al. 2007; 
Armstrong et al. 2015; Joseph et al. 2007; Moore 2000). Within the context of the public sector, studies 
have found a relationship between WE and TOI (e.g., Jackson et al. 1987; Kim 2005; Thatcher et al. 
2002). As these relationships have been established in the literature, we use this model as our foundation.  
Boundary spanning is defined as an “individual's  crossing  of  intradepartmental  and  interorganizational  
boundaries  in  order  to  perform  his/her  job” (Baroudi 1985, p. 342).  Researchers have established that 
boundary spanning activities (BSA) are a major component of information systems (IS) professionals’ job 
tasks (e.g., Baroudi 1985; Igbaria et al. 1994; Vaast and Levina 2006). In a recent study, Zaza et al. (2015) 
found that while BSA did not influence workload perceptions WE mediated the effect of BSA on TOI. Thus 
we include the influence of BSA within the current study to contextualize it to the IS field but do not 
provide hypotheses for these previously found relationships.   
One avenue for aligning employees’ attitudes with organizational goals is through organizational support 
offered to employees via HRM practices that recognize the importance of human capital (Allen et al. 
2003). Organizations (private and public) tend to implement a diverse mixture of HRM practices 
including traditional (i.e., personal benefits) and non-traditional (familial and participant). Even though 
public organizations are often faced with financial difficulties leading to pay cuts for state employees and 
often the downsizing of their benefits, public organizations strive to provide traditional benefits such as 
health insurance and retirement plans as well as family-friendly benefits such as flexible work schedules 
and telecommuting (Newman and Mathews 1999). Although the general management literature has 
explored the direct relationship between employee benefits and TOI (e.g., Kim and Wiggins 2011; Lee and 
Hong 2011) not much is known about whether state IS employees’ benefits impact their work attitudes. To 
parallel previous research and confirm this relationship in our context we hypothesize 
H1: Less traditional employee benefits will negatively influence turnover intention among state IS 
employees. 
                                                             
1  All states provide health insurance coverage for their employees. http://www.ncsl.org/research/health/state-
employee-health-benefits-ncsl.aspx 
2 These are optional benefits that are not standardized at the state level. 
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One of the aspects of engaging in BSA is the potential for role conflict (when performing one work role 
interferes with performing another; Moore 2000) to occur. According to role theorists, role conflict 
exacerbates WE, but can be managed through resources offered by the organization (e.g., Allen 2001; 
Barnett and Garies 2006). State IS employees may take advantage of LTEB to reduce their WE. For 
example, an individual may be less exhausted knowing that the hard work that he has put in will be 
monetarily rewarded (e.g., pay for performance); or by telecommuting two days a week an individual can 
provide care for his aging parent (e.g., flexible work schedule). Hence, we hypothesize 
H2: Less traditional employee benefits will negatively influence work exhaustion among state IS 
employees. 
Not only may LTEB alleviate WE and TOI, we propose that LTEB will moderate the PWL-WE and WE-
TOI relationships. For example, Telecommuting can provide relief from stress arising out of the commute 
to work (Raghuram and Wiesenfeld 2004). In our context, if a state IS employee is offered the option to 
telecommute it may provide the individual a buffer, such that the lack of commute and/or work 
environment may diminish the effect of PWL on his or her WE. In addition, research has explored various 
reward structures as a means to mitigate the adverse effects of role stressors (e.g., the effect of perceived 
workload on exhaustion), and monetary rewards have been found to be an effective coping resource 
(Brotheridge and Lee 2002). So while his or her workload remains high (consistent), LTEB options may 
lessen the feelings of exhaustion brought on by the PWL. Hence, we hypothesize 
H3: Less traditional employee benefits will have a negative moderating effect on the relationship 
between perceived workload and work exhaustion among state IS employees. 
In a similar vein, we propose that LTEB will moderate the WE-TOI relationship. In one of the few papers 
found that explore the variables under study here, perceived organizational rewards and exhaustion were 
correlated with nurses’ turnover intention through affective commitment (Takase et al. 2015). Applied to 
our context, if a state IS employee is offered the option to telecommute, even though he or she might 
experience feelings of WE, getting the work done in the comfort of his or her house or other location may 
buffer the individual from the effects of WE on his/her intention to turnover. So while WE remains high, 
the telecommuting option may lessen the feelings of wanting to leave the organization. Offering other 
types of LTEB such as formally recognizing employees’ performance may influence IS employees to 
remain with the state agency. Even if they are experiencing WE, recognizing their work in front of their 
department/coworkers and acknowledging that their efforts are appreciated may help buffer the feelings 
of exhaustion such that they do not increase workers’ intention to leave. Hence we hypothesize  
H4: Less traditional employee benefits will have a negative moderating effect on the relationship 
between work exhaustion and turnover intention among state IS employees. 
Figure 1 presents the research model and the four hypotheses. 
 
Figure 1.  Modified Research Model 
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Method 
In building our model we draw on the perceptions of IS employees working in state IS departments 
regarding the relationships between boundary spanning, LTEB and work-related outcomes that are 
applicable in their state government agencies.  
Participants 
Our sample consisted of 417 IS employees representing 21 states (42% response rate), of which 36% were 
male, 51% were female, and 13% did not report their gender. The participants were well educated with 
54% having a bachelor’s degree or higher and 44% having a degree in an IS-related major. The 
participants had a mean age of 46.33 years (SD = 9.52), job tenure of 8.30 years (SD=6.93), 
organizational tenure of 11.19 years (SD= 8.77), and tenure in the IS field of 16.62 years (SD=9.94).  The 
Executive Director of the National Association of State Chief Information Officers (NASCIO) contacted 
the state CIOs by e-mail, giving them the URL for the survey website, and asking him/her to distribute the 
survey URL to his/her IS employees.  
Measures 
All survey items (shown in the Appendix) were adopted from previously validated scales with the 
exception of LTEB, and were adapted to our context. Employee benefits was measured with a 5-item scale 
developed from multiple sources (Ko and Hur 2014; Luthans 2000) which captured two less traditional 
benefit categories – familial benefits and participant benefits. Responses were recorded using a 7-point 
Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Two demographic variables, gender and 
tenure in the IS field, were included as control variables. In addition, the IS literature suggests to control 
for industry. As all participants in this study were state IS employees, there was a natural control for 
industry. A common method variance analysis was conducted using Harmon’s one factor analysis 
(Podsakoff et al. 2003). We ran an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for all of items making no rotation, 
and no single factor explained the majority of the variance shared among the items. This indicated that 
common method variance does not significantly affect our results. 
Results 
Measurement Model 
The data was analyzed using SmartPLS Version 3.1.9 (Ringle et al. 2014) following the guidelines outlined 
by Chin (1998). We could have used other SEM approaches (e.g., LISREL) but we utilized component-
based SEM (PLS) because we conceptualized LTEB as a formative construct to which PLS is particularly 
suited (Henseler et al. 2009). Based on the guidelines to identify a construct as formative or reflective 
recommended by Petter et al. (2007), we modeled LTEB as a formative construct because “… dropping an 
indicator may alter the conceptual domain of the construct and … indicators are not required to have the 
same antecedents and consequences”. We adopted the two-step approach when dealing with SEM 
(Anderson and Gerbing 1988). In step 1 we assessed the reliability and validity of the reflective constructs 
using composite reliability (CR), Cronbach’s alpha (CA) and average variance extracted (AVE). Each 
construct has a CA and CR greater than .7 (Fornell and Larcker 1981), as well as an AVE greater than .5 as 
recommended by Chin (1998). For the formative construct LTEB, CR and CA are not assessed, because 
formative indicators are not necessarily internally consistent (Bollen 1984; Chin 1998). In step 2 
convergent and discriminant validity were assessed by confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) for the 
reflective constructs. Convergent validity was assessed by high factor loadings on respective constructs, 
CR, AVE, and CA. Factor analysis was conducted and items that cross-loaded highly on multiple factors 
were removed (PWL3, PWL4, TOI1, TOI3) 3. We repeated the procedure and all factor loadings were 
greater than .70 with no problematic cross-loadings (Hair et al. 2006), indicating appropriate 
convergence of the items to their factors. Discriminant validity was assessed by examining the indicator 
loadings (loading higher on the intended constructs than on the other constructs), by comparing the 
                                                             
3 PWL3 and PWL4 were deleted because they are frequency measures and they did not fit the established scale. 
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square root of the AVE to the correlations. Table 1 shows the AVE, CA, and CR for each of the constructs 
along with the correlations with the square root of the AVE on the diagonal. The square root of the AVE is 
larger for each construct than any of the corresponding factor correlations, illustrating discriminant 
validity of the constructs. From Table 1, the highest correlation was between PWL and WE (0.72). Both 
constructs passed the construct validity measures as recommended by Fornell and Larcker (1981) and 
their respective AVEs were 0.94 and 0.91. 
Item weights rather than item loadings were used as evidence of construct validity for the formative 
construct - LTEB (Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer 2001; Petter et al. 2007). Convergent validity is not 
required for evaluating the psychometric adequacy of formative constructs (Jarvis et al. 2003). 
Multicollinearity is an undesirable property in formative models as it causes estimation difficulties 
multicollinearity (Petter et al. 2007). For formative measures, scholars suggest that VIF values greater 
than 3.3 indicate high multicollinearity (Diamantopoulos and Siguaw 2006, Petter el al. 2007). Table 2 
presents the correlation among the indicators for the construct, the item weights, and corresponding VIF. 
As seen in Table 2, BEN4 has a VIF > 3.3 and was deleted. 
 
  Mean Standard Dev. AVE CR CA PWL BSA BEN WE TOI 
PWL 3.38 1.74 0.89 0.94 0.88 0.94     
BSA 3.55 1.46 0.70 0.87 0.79 0.05 0.83    
BEN 2.73 1.51 NA NA NA .14** 0.23** NA   
WE 3.65 1.76 0.83 0.96 0.95 0.72** -0.10* 0.01 0.91  
TOI 3.14 1.93 0.94 0.97 0.94 0.45** -0.17** -0.03 0.59** 0.97 
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed) 
  * Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
Note: The diagonals are the square roots of the average variance extracted (AVE) for each factor. 
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Latent Constructs   
 
 Item Weight BEN1 BEN2 BEN3 BEN4 BEN5 VIF 
BEN1 0.562 1 .582** .458** .407** .407** 1.822 
BEN2 -0.103 .582** 1 .454** .483** .481** 1.812 
BEN3 0.682 .458** .454** 1 .637** .510** 2.077 
BEN4 0.361 .407** .483** .637** 1 .791** 3.346 
BEN5 0.562 .407** .481** .510** .791** 1 3.027 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
Table 2. Correlations among LTEB indicators, item weights, and VIF 
Based on the evidence, we accepted our measurement model, and we moved to test the structural model. 
Structural Model 
Each of the constructs in the structural model was analyzed as a reflective construct except LTEB. In order 
to test the structural model, the standard bootstrap resampling procedure (using 1,000 samples) in 
SmartPLS was used to determine which paths were significant. The PLS results are shown in Figure2. The 
R-square value for WE was found to be 0.559, and 0.402 for TOI. The control variables gender (β =0.042, 
p > 0.05) and tenure in the IS field (β =-0.081, p>0.095) were found to be non-significant. The results 
indicated that LTEB (BEN) of state IS employees does not directly influence WE and TOI (β =-0.045, 
p > .05; β =-0.094, p > .05; respectively), hence H1 and H2 were not supported. As for the interaction, a 
significant negative effect was found for both the PWL-WE and WE-TOI relationships (β = -0.038, p 
 Impact of State Employee Benefits on Turnover Intention 
 Twenty-second Americas Conference on Information Systems, San Diego, 2016 6 
< .0001; β =-0.040, p < .0001; respectively) supporting H3 and H4. Hence, at low levels of PWL, LTEB 
does not affect WE, but at high levels of PWL, LTEB helps reduce the effect on exhaustion. Also, at low 
levels of WE, providing LTEB increases TOI, but at high levels of WE, LTEB reduces the effect on TOI.  
Post Hoc Analysis 
Previous literature found that gender has a significant impact on turnover intention within the IS field 
both directly (e.g., Igbaria and Baroudi 1995) and indirectly (e.g., Gallivan 2004). In addition, studies 
within the management literature have found that females are inclined to endorse family-friendly 
employee benefits more than men (Baxter 2000). Given the juxtaposition of the non-significant 
relationship between gender and turnover intention in our data and the evidence in the literature, we 
decided to conduct a post hoc analysis to further explore any gender differences in this study with regard 
to the influence of less traditional employee benefits. We split the sample by gender and re-ran the 
analysis. Surprisingly, there was no interaction effect for LTEB and the PWL-WE or WE-TOI relationships 
for both females and males. Instead, a significant direct effect on WE was found for both female and male 
state IS employees while a significant direct effect on TOI was found only for female state IS employees. 
To confirm sample size suitability, we ran a power analysis of the male benefit-TOI relation (.98) thus 
asserting that the sample size was sufficient. 
 
 
Figure 2. PLS Results 
 
Discussion 
The purpose of this research is to contribute to the growing body of knowledge on WE and TOI and 
explore the influence of LTEB on these phenomena. Our model had reasonable explanatory power 
accounting for just over half of the variance in WE (56%) and 40% of the variance in TOI with a small but 
significant contribution beyond the well-established antecedents. LTEB weakened the PWL - WE 
relationship and the WE - TOI relationship even though LTEB did not directly influence WE and TOI. 
Based on social exchange theory, we see that LTEB are valued by and aid IS employees by perhaps 
buffering the negative effects of PWL and WE.  This would suggest that simply adopting a number of 
employee benefits is not sufficient to reap the greatest rewards for the organization and its employees. 
Instead, a focused effort should be undertaken to craft a workplace culture accepting of LTEB, and 
perhaps customizable employee benefit programs. Future research might explore under what 
circumstances these and other types of benefits (e.g., elder care programs) have the most impact. 
In the case of female state IS employees, the benefits included in this study have a direct influence on 
their WE and TOI. This may occur because these policies are “a necessary first step to improve the 
goodness of fit between the lives of women and the workplace experience” (Newman and Mathews 1999, 
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35). Hence, these benefits may buffer the effect of boundary spanning for the females reflecting the 
importance of these benefits to them perhaps as a way to help balance their work and home roles. The 
same cannot be concluded for the male state IS employees. Even though LTEB lowered the levels of WE 
for male state IS employees, BSA outweigh LTEB in its influence on TOI. For female state IS employees, 
benefits suppress their WE and TOI, but, benefits only influence WE for male state IS employees. This 
finding suggests that perhaps state IS departments need to customize LTEB to find those that would be 
most helpful for their specific employees. Future research may explore other benefits that may be of 
particular interest to state IS employees. 
One contribution to theory is the proposal of an expanded nomological network for the exploration of TOI 
of IS personnel. Admittedly, future work is needed to confirm (or refute) the findings of this study both 
within the public sector and other contexts. In addition, future research may study other employee benefit 
programs and combinations of benefits that provide the best outcomes. From a practical standpoint, our 
findings emphasize the inappropriate nature of ‘one size fits all’ interventions. There are many roads to 
turnover, and understanding the different perspectives of IS personnel is key to potentially increasing the 
retention of high-value employees. Thus it is important to identify not only the variables that are 
associated with WE and TOI, but particularly those the organization is able to impact. This study 
identifies LTEB as one of those variables. In the public sector, human resource managers should be aware 
of the phenomenon that they are facing because different remedies could apply.   
Limitations 
In considering our results, some limitations of our study should be kept in mind. First, although we 
investigated a structural model of relationships among variables, our research design was cross-sectional. 
We can only conclude that our model is a possible explanation of the observed relationships in the data. 
The direction of paths in our model rely on prior empirical results and theoretical arguments. Second, 
although we investigated our theoretical model using a large sample, the generalizability of our findings 
beyond the context of state IS employees relies on additional research. Third, our mean sample age was 
somehow high for TOI. A final limitation is with regard to the items used in the study to assess the 
relationships between the constructs. Specifically, the items refer to the perceptions of the respondents, 
and not the actual occurrence of the characteristics described by the constructs. Future research should 
explore the extent that the measures in this study and objective measures of the constructs align to 
confirm or refute the findings of this study. 
Conclusion 
This study has explored the influence of less traditional employee benefits on state IS employees 
perceptions of their workload, work exhaustion and turnover intention. Less traditional employee benefits 
did not directly influence work exhaustion and turnover intention but significant interaction effects were 
detected between perceived workload and work exhaustion, and between work exhaustion and turnover 
intention. These findings may pave the way for future researchers to explore the influence of other less 
traditional employee benefits on work exhaustion and turnover intention. Also, future research may 
convert LTEB to a reflective form, changing its measurement items into respondent’s assessments based 
on their perceptions.  
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Appendix. Construct Items 
 
Construct Var Item Source 
Boundary 
Spanning 
BSA1 My job requires me to assist other units in determining 
appropriate uses of IT. 
Igbaria and 
Chidambaram 
1997  (adapted 
from Baroudi 
1985) 
BSA2 As part of my job I recommend new applications of IT to top 
management. 
BSA3 As part of my job I inform other units in state government of 
new developments in IT. 
Work 
Exhaustion 
WE1 I feel emotionally drained from my work. Maslach and 
Jackson 1981 
WE2 I feel used up at the end of the work day. 
WE3 I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face 
another day on the job. 
WE4 I feel burned out from my work. 
WE5 Working all day is really a strain for me. 
Perceived 
Workload 
PWL1 I feel that the number of requests, problems, or complaints I 
deal with is more than I expected. 
Kirmeyer and 
Dougherty 
1988 
PWL2 I feel that the amount of work I do interferes with how well it 
is done. 
PWL3 How frequently do you feel busy or rushed?* 
PWL4 How frequently do you feel pressured?* 
Turnover 
Intention 
TOI1 It is likely I will be working for the state this time next year.* Moore 2000 
TOI2 It is likely I will take steps during the next year to secure a job 
at a different organization. 
TOI3 I will be working with the state five years from now.* 
TOI4 I will probably look for a job at a different organization in the 
next year. 
Less 
Traditional 
Employee 
Benefits 
BEN1 
Provide employees with the opportunity for flexible work 
schedules 
Ko and Hur 
2014 BEN2 Allow employees to telecommute 
BEN3 Formally recognize outstanding employee performance 
Luthans 2000 
BEN4 Provide performance-based incentives** 
BEN5 Have an active pay-for-performance system in place 
* Items dropped due to high cross loadings. 
** Items dropped due to high collinearity. 
